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CHAF'TER 1 

THE DIMENSIONS OF THE PROBLEM 

ZN!F.-ODyCEI ON 

This paper seeks to provide an uncnmrr._-,r~ perspe,-tlve ,-,n the 

maribirne-c,-,ntine~Ital strategy' debate through assessinq the 

strategi,- validity of the cor~tendir~g arguments in terms of 

several basi,- categories of strategic stru,-ture and dyHami,-s, 

and to apply thc, se conclusi,-,ns to a proposed resolution. The 

frar,'~ew,-,ri.:: employed has been ,-,pertly influenced by the revival of 

r-lassi,: ger',political t:hought, and the relevance of Clausewitz 

~o maritime strategy insufficiently appreci, ated since F:orbett's 

wc, r k o f 1 9 1 1. I n t hose t er ms, r,,or ec, ver, t he di s, z ussi r,n ar gues 

that the ,:urre~Tt n',aritime-contilqe~tal strategy debate artifi- 

cially fra,ztures the problem ,-,f a comprehensive defense strate- 

gy. For in fact the two approaches are n,-,t rm..~tually exclusive, 

but, pr,z, perly modified, ,-,-,mprise the elen~ents of integrated 

global strategy. In the broader contexi; of geopolitic!~, and the 

dynami,zs of the p,z, litiral c, bject and military means, that 

strategy is ineluctably [~-!a_Ei_ti~L,e strategy, but i~l whi,zh tradi- 

ti,z, nally "continental" forces play a crucial, and more clearly 

defined r,-,l e. 

Wins'ton Churchill, in refle,zting upon the strategic 

disaster of the First Worid War, broached the contemp,':rary 

r~~aritirne-continental str~~tegy debate: "And why should the view 

be limited to the theater in which the best and largest arr~',ies 



happe~ t,_-, fa,-e ea,"h ,_-,ther? Sea power, railway ,-,-,n,n',uni,-ati,_-,ns, 

foreign p,z, licy, present the means ,-,f finding new flanks ,-,utside 

1 
the area ,-,f deadl,-,,zk. " Fhurchill's insight revealed the 

pervasive ,-onfli,-t between two seen,ingly ex,-lusive strategi,- 

appr,-,a,-hes w~li,-h has permeated natic,~al strategy developn,ent 

first in Britain, and ,-urrently in the United States. As with 

the German ,zhalie~ge t,-, Britain pri,-,r t,-, 1'914, the dc, r,~inant 

"heartland" p,-,wer has, ir~ additi,-,n t,_-, its r,',anifest threat to 

the Eurasian rimlar, ds. challenged the pred,-,n,inant n,aritir,,e 

p,-,wer ~hr,_-,ugh a "blue water" naval ,-apability h,z,l¢]ing at risk 

areas and capabiliti:.~s vital to her national survival. This 

S,-,viet drive f,-,r deper~dable a,-'cess t,-, the w,-,rld's ,_-,,-eat~s, with 

the pr,-,spe,-tive dc, r,,inatic, n ,_-,f the rin,lar~ds and their ~arr,-,w 

seas, threatens decisive global military and p,-,liti,-al lever- 

2 
age. An /nappr,-,priate strateqi,- ,Th,-,i,_-e ,-oulcJ, as Britain 

nearly dis,-,-,vered, be irreversible. 

~:SM::'~F._:gYNP 

Hist,-:,ri,-ally, the systemat:ic ,-,-,ntrast between maritime and 

c,z, ntinental strategies as tw,-, fundamentally differer;t s_t.2l_;_~_% ,-,f 

warfare was first illun'~ir, ated by Sir Julian ::,-,rb~tt prior tc, 

the Great War. He distinguished betwee~ "...the Gern,an or 

F:,-,ntir, ental S,zhc,,-,l ,z,f Strategy and the British ,z,r Maritime 

S,-h,z,,-,l -- tlqat is, ,-,ur own traditi,-,nal S,zh,m,,--,l... ''~ But the 

n.z, st vig,-,r,-,us pr,-J,p,-,ner~t ,z,f the qualitative differen,me was 

Liddell Hart, wh, z, argued that the ",-,-,nti~lental" strategy ,-,f t~le 

Great War had perverted t~~e r~,z, ti,z,~; ,z,f war as an ir~strun,ent of 

2 



policy through the willful rrmisapplicati,-,n c,f the theories of 

Clausewitz. Britain had, at prof,z,u~d strategic cc, sts, departed 

from her traditional "maritime" strategy of control of the 

oceans and "narrow seas," support of continental allies, and 

decisive, but surgical, land campaigns, whirh attained the 

classic political c,z,n,zept ,--,f "victory:" i.e., a condition rr~nre 

advantageous than not havit~g gone to war. Yet fr',r the first 

time i~I her history she..."grasped the glittering sword of 

C c,t~ t i tl e n t a I rrt a ~ u f a c t u r e. " 4  

The r1~aritir~e-,_-ontinental strategy debate is of fairly 

recent origin in the United States, where geographic isolation 

and virtually unlimited resources have precluded the necessity 

5 
of choice. Worlc'l War II itl fact witnessecl the sir,',ultaneous 

c,-,~duct c,f a classic co~itinental war of annihilati,-,n c,t~ the one 

ha~d, and the "...Mahania~ tv'iurr~ph of sea power..." c,n the 

6 
other. However, the expansi,z, nist threat of the Soviet Uniot~, 

relative decli~it~g military and economic power, the ques- 

tionable reliability of the NATO alliance, and a significar~tly 

more ambitious global defense policy, has generated the prover-.- 

7 
bial "force-strategy rr, isrr, atch" in the ensuing years. The 

result has been disruption o f  the consc,~ance between U.S. 

strategic ends and means, and the need for a strategy which tlot 

,_-,~ly deters the Soviet Union, but provides the n~eans of suc- 

8 
cessfully wagitlg war as well. Hence, a co~ceptL~ally sin~ilar 

debate -- the relationship of global sea power to expansi,-Jnist 

landpower -- has arisen. On the r',ne hand, the "c,-,r~tinentalists" 

er~',phasize the preer,'~inent threat of Soviet conquest o f  Western 

3 



Europe accomplished through a blitzkrieg scenario i~ which 

naval power would be incc°rlsequential. Ot~ the other, a counter- 

vailing "maritirr~e" approach emphasizes surprise, mobility, and 

selective land car~',paigns to challenge the Soviets o~ s'trategi- 

9 
,:ally advantage,z, us terms. Unfortut~ately, the corr~plexities of 

the argur,'eent tepid to be obscured by the histc, rical and theoret- 

ical at~alogue of "Mahan versus Mackir~der" in tern'is of which the 

10 
issue is oftet~ franled. That construct .juxtaposes dr'm~ination 

c°f the "gec, graphic unity" of the sea as the foundatio~ of 

Ii 
econorrtic and strategic power against the superior industrial 

base and organizational strength of the °'heartland" supported 

12 
by the i~iterior li~les of railway comrr, unicatio~. These 

conflicti~g rr~odels have driven equally sirr~plistic policy 

alternatives: the invulnerability of the Soviet Union to sea 

pc, wer and the necessity of a "continerltal corrJrr~itn',en't; " and the 

criticality of the destruction of the Sc, viet fleet and its 

rr~earls of support prerrdsed upon the vulnerability of that natiorl 

13 
tc, both direct and i~idirect naval power. 

METHOD 

The strategic approach is er~'~phasized because it is the 

most e~duritlg arld least explored. Additionally, it derives 

fr,:m~ the premise that, once "resource agendas" are disposed, 

the fut~dan'~e~tal cause of conflict is the absentee of a conceptu- 

al structure in terms of which the efficacy of strategic 

approaches car~ be .judged. F,n,r reaso~is of space, however,the 
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structural and dynamic categories of the strategic frarr~ework 

utilized must be simply postulated and defined. 

Definitiot~ of the strategic problem embraces the structur- 

al ~lements c,f the issue. Included here are geopolitical 

considerations (i.e., the relationship of geography to, politi- 

cal and military power), the strategic relationship of the 

antagot~ists, enemy doctrine, and "scenario" assurr, ptions. 

Sec,-,ndly, strateqic ~urpose and a~proach enc,-,rnpasses the basic 

strategic concept of the "...calculation and co-c, rdi~atic, n of 

the end and the rJ'~eans, '° to include the vital issue c,f war 

14 
terr, it~ation on advantageous terrr~s. Here, of course, is the 

questi,-°n of the ultin'Jate purpose of war inextricably driven, in 

15 
Clausewitz's n',c, st endurit~g insight, by the politi,:al object. 

Political, or strategic purpose, in turn shapes the nature of 

the means employed, or the strategic apprc, ach. The range of 

possibilities er~',braces wars of annihilatiotl to mere obser- 

vatic, n. However, the spectrur,'~ of c°ptio~s in a no.clear environ.-- 

rr~ent is influenced by another observation: "The advantage that 

the destruction of the ene~'~y possesses over all ,:,ther means is 

balanced by its cost and danger; and it is only in order t,-, 

avoid these risks that other policies are ernployed. "16 Hc, wew.- 

er, the utility of lirr, ited war could be highly sigt~ificant in 

directly or indirectly attacki~g the foundatic, t~s c,f enemy 

rrailitary power. Moreover, destructic, n of the enemy, with its 

attendant risk of unlimited war, is unnecessary when the 

strategi,- purpose is mainte~lance of security .... a purpose 

realized if the threat is rerr, oved, i.e., the ener, y abandons his 

5 



17 
purpose. Additionally, es,zalatio~ c,z,~trol rec,-,gnizes the 

natural te~dency ,-,f war toward the absolute. It thus deft, ands 

the consonance of the risks inherent i~ a given strategic 

approach with the ,-learly anticipated results of its applica- 

18 
ti,:,n. For war essentially comprises a spectrurr~ of p,-,litical 

probabilities, and: "The ,-l,z, ser these political probabilities 

drive war' toward the abs,_-,lut~p the r , ' , o r ~  the belligerent states 

are itlvolved and drawn in to its vortex, the clearer appear the 

cc, r~nections between its action, and the n'tore ir~',perative need 

19 
n,z,t to take the first step with,z, ut considering the last. " 

A~id fiscally, the concept in rr~any ways ur~ifying the foregoing is 

the strateclic center of clrav_ity_, best described as the general 

f,z.zus ,:,f rr~ilitary eff,:,rt. That f,z, cus is determined by the 

"...dorJ'tinant chara,zteristics of both be].ligerents .... Out of 

these characteristi,_-s a ,-ertain center z,f gravity develops, the 

hub of all power and rr~c, ver,~entp ,_-,t~ which everything depends. 

That is the point against whi,zh all ,-,ur energies shc, uld be 

directed. ''2c~ In the ,-,-,~text of the rnaritirr~e-,:ontinenbal 

strategy debate, h,z, wever, the "dora'~inant characteristics" of 

both may be manifestly dissirr~ilar, creating equally divergent 

cet~ters of gravity the attack upon which could literally 

nullify the ends-means calculus noted. Consistent with the 

c,-,nstrai~its of the political c, bje,zt and the irv~perative ,.':,f 

escalati,z,n c,-,ntrc, l, "all our energies" r,'~ay well not be directed 

to, ward the enemy's center of gravity, but rather t,::,ward the 

prc, tecti,:,n of one's own "...hub of all p,:,wer and rJ~c, verrJent..." 

fr,'-,m p,:,te~tially decisive enerr, y action. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE CONFLICTING ARGUMENTS: A STRATEGIC ASSIESSMENT 

OVERVIEW 

In terms ,-,f the strategic frautew,-,rk, the n'taritirne- 

continental strategy debate has not resulted in the develc, prnent 

of an appr,-,priate defense policy. In failir~g tc, accurately 

define the strategic problem with respe,zt t,-, the Soviet Union, 

neither strategy provides a suitable frarr, ework in wh.i. ch to, 

derive strategic purpose and approach. Thus, the prima,-y of the 

political object is negated in c,-,ntinental strategy thrc, ugh its 

fo,zus on deterren,ze as c, pp,-,sed to warfighting; and it is 

diminished in n'~aritime strategy through its irnpre,-ise war 

termination ,:,bjectives. Continental strategy is thus redu,-ed 

to rnere military ends, while the war'fighting chara,-ter ,:',f 

maritime strategy often lacks precise directic, n. As a result, 

both seriously c,:,rnpromise the essential requirement ,-,f escala- 

ti,-,n ,'-ontrol. And finally, the pivotal influence ,-,f the 

strategic center of gravity in shaping the nature of the war is 

diminished in assuming sir,~ilar centers for both antagonists. 

As a result, continental strategy courts disaster, and r,',aritirne 

strategy irrelevance. 

DEFINITION OF THE STRATEGIC PROBLEM 

The c,-,ntinentalists c,:,ntend that the central strategic 

problem facing the U.S. is S,-,viet c,:,ntrol of the Western 

7 



European "hear t i arid. " M,,,r e,-,ver, gi yen en,-,rrr.-,us S,-,vi et ,-,-,t~vet~ .... 

tional ai~d ge,-,graphi,- advantages, that ,-,-,nstruct mandates a 

strategy it~ whi,-h the threat is t,-, be deterred, or resisted, at 

the pc, int of greatest colq,zentration petlding neg,-,tiati,-,n or 

es,-alatioi~. Additionally, the sec,-,ndary and supp,-,rtirtg r,:,le of 

r~aval p,-,wer in continental strategy derives fr,-m, tw,-, assurr~p- 

ti,_-,t~s. The first is the invulnerability ,-,f the "heartland" t,-, 

seapower, which drives the con,-lusi,-,n that neither naval power 

prc, je,-ti,-,n n,-,r destru,_-ti,-,~1 of the S,.':,viet fleet wc, uld signifi- 

cantly influence force p,-,sture, deterrence, or warficihting. 

The se,-,-,nd p,-,stulates a pr,-,bable scenario ,-,f a Soviet blitz.-- 

krieg strategy in whi,-h naval pc, wer~ with its sl,-,wly devel,-,ping 

21 
impa,-t, w,-,uld be itlconsequential. 

Generally, the r,',aritime approach pc, sits the ,-,-,n,_-ept of the 

"island nation" depende~t upon unfettered a,;,-ess t,::,, and 

c,:,ntrol c:,f, the world's oceans as the foundations of e,-onorr, i,; 

22 
and r,',ilitary p,-,wer. Its rrfani festatic, n alternates arr,,m, ng 

classic Maha~ian concepts ,-,f the ,-entrality ,-,f rr, aritir,'~e suprer,'r-- 

a,-y to national greatness, sea ,-,-,ntrol with lin,ited ob.je,-tives, 

a~Id the sigt~ificance of strategic geography, the permanence c,f 

,-onflict, and the dynarr, ic threat of c,-,r,'~petit~g U.S.-Sc, viet 

23 
global capabilities. And finally, rr, aritime strategy asserts 

the desirability of extended ,_-onve~tional war, and the signifi- 

,-ant irr~pact of naval power therein. Consonant with its war- 

fighting focus, naval power would not ,z, nly reinf,-,r,me a~d 

sustain forward deployed for,-es, but dire,-tly irlfluerl,-e the 

,-,-,urse ,z,f the campaign thrc, ugh flank pressure, destru,-ti,-,n c,f 

8 



the Soviet fleet, and p,_-,wer proje,zti,z,n pursuant to war terrr~ina- 

24 
t ion. 

However, certaitl difficulties are i~he-rent to each. For 

example, it~ p,:,stL,.lating a stati,- geostrategic structure c,f 

fixed point defenses (e.g., Eur,-,pe and K,-,rea) continental 

strategy f,:,rfeits strategic rr,,_~bility at~d its corollary benefits 

,-,f ,-,-,n,zentration, surprise, and flexibility. Its histc, ri,-al 

ar~alogue resembles ,--,n a larger scale the Rorr, an Imperial defense 

system of linear outposts dependent upot~ wilnerable internal 

li~es c,f c,-,rr~mur~i,-atiot~, ur~reliable allies, arid a pc,'ter~t exter.-- 

25 
r~al threat. On the other hand, the rr, aritime approach empha- 

sizes exploitation ,z,f inherent ,-apabilities and a rati,-,nal 

division of strategic lab,z,r, with the seas in effect bec,_-,rr~itlg 

"ir~teri,-,r lines" t, z, the peripheries of the "heartland ..... the 

frontier outposts of North America. But the significance of 

these advat~tages to the strategi, z pr,z, blerr, ,z,f an expansionist 

,_-c,t~tinental p,z, wer is generally undefined. 

Additi,z,~lally, the relative irr~portar~ce of sea p,-,wer against 

a Soviet drive for Eurasian hegerr, ony has tended to be cast in 

terrr~s of its ir,',pact up,:,t~ the ,:entral axis ,-,f adva~l,::e. Resc, lu- 

tion irlvariably suggests the "Mahar~ versus Mackinder" model 

whi,zh di. storts the significat~ce of control of the "rimlands" to 

bc, th antagonists, as well as that of the "interior" pc, siti,_-,r~ ,-,f 

Eurasia in relation tc, global ii~es c,f ,:,z,r~'m',uni,zati,::,i-~. The 

c,-,ntir~entalists contend that ir~ the final analysis land fc, r,-es 

,zor,',prise the decisive ,zc, r,'~ponetlt of ,:,z, rr, bat power, and that even 

traditional maritime powers attained ultimate vi,-tory on 

9 



26 
land. Such fails tc, grasp the difference between a particu- 

lar style, of strategy and the character of its cc, r, ponent 

elements, e.g., that rr, ajor land ,:ar,',paigns are often integral to 

n,aritirne strategies. On the c, ther hand, the maritime argument 

relies upon three hundred years c,f British suc,-ess in blunting 

Continental hegernc, t~y by a single power through a cor,,bination of 

r,,aritin,e operatic, ns against vulnerable extremities, and limit- 

27 
ed, often decisive, land carr, paigns at critical junctures. 

Even with respect to Gern',any in World War I, it has been 

persuasively argued that, through sea cc, ntr,-',l and the blockade, 

naval power' and the strategic indirect approach ultin,ately 

28 
proved decisive. Interestingly, that apprc, ach was influenced 

by the German navy as a "fleet in being," intended tc, deter a 

Mahanian strategy by inflicting unacceptable losses ar, d fore- 

closing strategic alternatives, with its own destructiot~ being 

strategically inconsequential. 

Gern,any, and earlier Spain and France, were highly vulner- 

able to, naval power given overseas colonies and signifi,zant 

fc, reign trade. In critical respects, however, the Soviet ,-as::., 

is manifestly different. Her highly autarkic ec,m.,nc, n,ic struc- 

ture minimizit~g dependance upon imported materials would reduce 

the utility of closing her easily blc, ckaded ports. However, 

the Soviet "blue water" fleet, especially as concentrated 

arc, und the Kola Peninsula, poses the analogous "fleet in being" 

pr,z, blern. The effect of its destruction ,:,r c,:,ntainn,etlt wc, uld be 

strategically minin'tal for the S,-,viets. Yet, i.t is capable of 

deterring a decisive engagen,ent and c,,:cupying large elements of 

1 0 



the U.S. fleet to the exclusic, n c,f other options. Thus, the 

ir,~pact c,f naval power is generally twofold. First is the 

obvious fun,:ti,:,n c,f sustaining the land battle, essential in 

both maritime and continental approaches. Second is the 

eliminatic, n, through destruction or ,:c, ntainrr~ent, c,f Soviet 

capabilities which threaten vital gec, strategic interests (e.g., 

cc, ntrol c,f the Eurasian rimland, trade, raw materials). 

Finally, a probable scenario remains highly speculative 

and more a questic, n of desired ,:,utcc, n'~e than precise assessrr~ent. 

However, a "bolt froth', the blue" Soviet invasion does nc, t appear 

credible given the dynamics of r~'~ilitary c, rganization and 

doctrine, and a highly cautic, us and deliberative approach tc, 

rr~ilitary affairs. Secondly, the shc, rt war/ic, ng war argument 

,::enters upon the divergent needs of the two belligerents. 

Political control ,:,f Eurc, pe coupled with the imperative of 

conflict escalation dominance irr~poses the necessity of short, 

limited, and politically decisive c,::,nflict upc, n the Soviets. 

F:oncon'Jitantly, it is desirable for the U.S. to retain the 

option c,f negating su,:h a strategy, in turn ensuring con- 

29 
ventionality through ,:onfli,:t es,:alati,:,n don~inance. 

STRATEGIC PURPOSE AND APPROACH 

Clausewitz noted that: "No r, ne starts a war -- ,-,r 

rather, no one in his senses ought tc, d,-° so -- without first 

being clear in his rr, ind what he intends to achieve by that war 

a n d  hc, w h e  i n t e n d s  tc ,  cc, n d u c t  i t .  ' ' 3 0  T h e  f i r s t ,  o f  cc, u r s e ,  

addresses war terrr, inati,=,n ,=,bjectives. In that regard, 
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,-nntinental strategy is br,_-,adly shaped by the desire f,-,r deter- 

ren,-e, b,-,th ,-,-,r~ventional and nuclear. In tur~, its definiti,-,~ 

of the strategic pr,s, blem itl whi,sh "...the S,-,viet Army r,,ust be 

31 
,-,-,untered ,;-,n an equal f,-,oting..." in the r~~aj,_-,r ,-,-,ntinental 

theaters mandates a strategy dependent up,-,n its ability tc, 

d__ete.r a blitzkrieg atta,mk. Ir~ the event of failure, it vaguely 

envisi,m, ns a sh,m, rt war presenting the S,-,viets with the prospect 

of an undesired l,z, tlger war, f,_-,r,zitlg negotiatic, r, of the s'_ts~_it..LL_s " 

32 
~L3,-_' a_r.!t~. N,z,t surprisi~gly, the ,-,-,ntiner~talists advan,'-e t~, z, 

rJ,eaningful p,zliti,mal ,-,bje,-t, thus vitiating the fundar~,ental 

purp,m, se ,-,f war as well as the imperative ,_-,f es,zalati,-,n ,z,z, ntr,-,l 

in n,z,t having th,z, ught thr,m, ugh the last step. 

By ,-,-,ntrast, f~~aritir,~e strategy in r,'~,-,s't rnanifestati,"ns 

advan,mes an expli,mitly warfig~2t_iL~g appr,m,a,-h, thc, ugh deterren,ze 

is a "First, and preferred, objective. N,_-,t~etheless, the n',ari- 

tir~',e s,zh,-,,-,l d,-,es t~,z,t devel,m,p suffi,mietltly expli,-it p,-,liti,-al 

erJds of warfight rig. For example, the most aggressive eff,z, rt 

seeks "...t, z, bri~Ig ab,m, ut war terrr, ina'ti,-,n ,",n fav,z, rable terms. ,,33 

H,z, we.ver, strategi, z purp,m, se and appr,m,a,mh are ,- ,-,n f used it~ su,mh 

,-,bjectives as denyi~g the S,-,viets "their kind ,_,f war" by 

exerting gl,m, bal pressure, destr,m, ying the S,-,viet Navy, ir~fluen, z- 

ing the land battle, and threatet~irlg direct atta,sk against the 

34 
h,zm'~eland ,z,r altering the ,-c, rrelati,-,tl ,-,f nu,mlear f,z,r,zes. Only 

the last, and destru,-tic,~ ,-,f the Soviet fleet appr-,ximate 

terrr, inati,z,n ,-,bje,ztives, with the ren~ainder pertaining t,-:, 

35 
r~',eans. But pursuant t,-, what is the S,-,viet fleet t,-, be 

destroyed'.-' A~d what terminati,-,n ,-,bje,_-tives ,mould be leveraged 
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fr,-,m a shift in the ,-orrelati,z,~l ,-,f nuclear forces? 1hus, while 

representing a significant irr, pr,-,ver,'lent to ,-ontiner;tal strategy 

in rec,-,gnizing the need f,--,r r0,ea~i~gful terr,,ination obje,-bives, 

the r,,aritime approach nonetheless lab,-,rs under not having 

th,-,ught thr,z, ugh the "last step," posing the pr,-,spect ,-,f war 

assurrdng its own undirected r,,,-,rr, er~tur,,. 

The strategi,- a~pr,-,a,-_h ,.,f ea,-h sch,-,,-,l is largely a fun,-- 

ti,-,n ,_-,f its strategic purpose. Given their fc,,-us ,-,n deter- 

rence, and a pc, ssibly sh,z, rt at~d in,-,-,n,::lusive way, the ,-,::,ntiner~- 

talists adv,-,,-ate the rapid rei~for,-err, ent ,-,f the Central Fr,-,nt 

at the p,_-,ilqt ,-,f greatest enemy c,-,n,-entrati,-,r~, ,::on,-eding S,-,viet 

primacy i~ n,-,n-Eur,-,pean heartland areas with the lesser deter-- 

rent of a "tripwire" strategy, especially ir~ the Persian Gulf 

36 
regi,-,n. Devoid of a strategi,-ally significant p,-,liti,-al 

,-_,bje,-t, the resulta~it appr,-,a,:h a,-,_-epts a rr, ilitar2 end ,-,f 

warfighting, i.e., the thwarting ,-,f the ener,,y arr,,y in the 

field. If su,-,-essful, and assuming ,-,_-,~Iventio~lality, such a 

strategy would r,',erely revisit the rr, indless attrition ,-,f Verdun 

a~d the Sc, r,'~me. 

Maritir,,e strategy likewise eschews victory in the ,-c, nven- 

ti,-,nal sense, as well as a,-,:epting an effe,-tive land engagement 

as a precondition ,_-,f su,-,-ess. Consonant with its war fighting 

,-hara,zter, it would expl,-,it the i~lherent flexibility ,::,f naval 

p,-,wer across a spectrurrJ of options, gradually es,zalating 

"lirr~ited" r~'Jilitary ,-,bjectives t,-, create a strategi,-_ situation 

favorable to its elusive war tern,inati,-,n goals. On the ,-,he 

ha~id are the highly cor~strained obje,ztives ,-,f defer~sive sea 
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cot~tr,-,l, sirr, ultane,-,usly absorbing a "first salvc,, " cof~taining 

~,Jviet naval f,-,r,::es, and exploiting the advantac.l~.s r-,f the 

strategi, z defense t,_-, f,z,r,ze termination at that level. At a 

higher level of rr, ilitary effc, rt is the apprc, ach c,f TILl ~ ~!ar,i_t_iFrje 

Strateq2 in which the destruction of the S,z, viet fleet and its 

rr, eans c,f suppc, rt is ,zcm'~pleted, the c ,-,r r el at i on of nu.,-lear 

forr'es altered, and Soviet territc, ry seized as negotiating 

37 
leverage. 

The value ,:,f the warfighting er,'~phasis of the r,'aar'itin',~'.~ 

strategi,- approach lies in the recognition ,z,f the need for an 

alternative other than engaging the enemy frc, rr, a posture of 

extreme disadvat~tage, the significance ,-,f a r~'~ea~lingful pc, l iti- 

cal object to a cohere~t strategy, and the irr, pc, rtar;ce of 

strategic geography it~ shaping both strategic purpose and 

38 
apprc, ach. However, its vagaries are potentially rf',is,'-hievc, us. 

First is the lack of precision regarding war terr,tinatic, n 

objectives noted above. Moreover, the feasibility of the 

pred,z,r,',i~la~t view of the t~eed t,z, destroy the Soviet fleet is 

dubi,z, us at best, especially in the early stages of glc, bal war. 

Usqless f,z, rtuitously attrited it~ the c, uter oceans, c,r decisively 

engaged c,n favc, rable terrr, s, the Soviet fleet, with a posture 

and function a~lalc, gc, us tc, the Gerrr, an ~lavy ,_,f 1914, ir,,pc, ses the 

unglarr,,z, rc, us alternative of blockade and gradual attritions. But 

perhaps the rr.z, st questionable 'feature of the rr, c, re aggressive 

rr~aritir,,e apprc, ach, agair~ related tc, termination objectives, is 

the enc, rr,'.z, us risk c,f forfeiti~g cc, ntr,-,l of c,-,nflict es,zalati,z,n 
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inherent in altering the ,_-orrelation of nuclear forces. S~2xeEaI_ 

steps have been taken with,z, ut ,-,-,r~siclering the last. 

ESCALATION CONTROL 

The practical realization of the pc, litical object i~ war 

is dependa~t upon the capacity to modulate and control th~ 

course of cnnflict, and thus obviate its inherer~t ter~dency 

toward rrLaximum violence. Both strategies seek to impose such 

,-ontrol. For example, a central argurr~ent of continental 

strategy is the inutility of tactical ~uclear weapons, hen,-e 

the need for' a robust ,-,-,nventional defense at the point c,f 

principal threat to e~Isure escalation ,::orr~rol by raising the 

39 
risl<s and costs of Soviet rrtilitary action. However, consis- 

tent with the irrJplicatiorls of the general purpose of deter .... 

rence, the continentalists argue that an aggressive maritirr~e 

strategy, with its prospects of horizontal escalation and 

alteratic,~ of the correlation of nuclear forces, would, by 

attacking vital Soviet capabilities a~d 'territory, quickly 

40 
escalate conflict to strategic nuclear dirr~e~sions. 

The r~aritimists esse~tially reverse the argurrLent. They 

contend that an aggressive apprc, ach in fact irr~poses escala'tiot.l 

control through denying the Soviet strategic preference of a 

shc, rt, decisive war. Mc, reover, it narrows strategic options 

• through multifaceted challenges, and irraposes war terrrmination 

through degradation of second strike capability. Nuclear 

parity, and a longer and r~'~ore corr~plex war, are sufficient to 

establish escalatio~ cc,~trc, l: on NATO i~ respo~Ise to 
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conventional Soviet sur,-ess; a~d c,~ the Soviets in response tel 

nonnu,zlear atta,-ks upon strategi,- capabilities or invasi,:~tl of 

41 
the hc, rr, el and. 

The validity of both appr,-,aches ,-enters c,n assuri~ptions 

c,:,~,-er~ing S,-,viet doctrine and behavi,:,r, and the imperatives ,-,f 

a deterrent as ,-ippi:,sed t,", a warfighting strategy. The ,-,:,e~tin- 

entalists c,-,rre,-tl.y re,-c, gnize that the integrated ,-hara,-ter ,-if 

Soviet d-.:~rine a,-,-c, rim.-,dates the p,-,ssibility ,-,f the full 

spe,:trum ,-,f vioien,-e. However, the absence of a dynarr~ic 

warfighting r,-,ni-ept with appr,-,priate terrr~inati,-,n ob.je,-tives ~las 

generated an exaggerated fear of its pr,:,bability. More,-,ver, 

that defi,-ien,-y further diminishes es,_-alatior~ contr,-,l through 

la,-k ~-,f a ,-,:,here~t fr anleW,-,r k i:if erldS-rilea~s assessment in the 

event ,-,f failure. By contrast, the rr~aritimists ,-,-,nfrorlt the 

escalat,-,ry l~rc, blen'i rrlore f,-,rthrightly. But their assumptions 

,-on,::errli~g S,-,viet behavior, while plausible, appear tc, minimize 

the en,-,rrru-ius risks itlherent in that appr,-,ach. This is espe.-- 

cially true of the filqal phase ,-,f the Maritime Strat_e~2 whi,:n, 

irL atta,-king b,-,th the Soviet Ue~i,:,r~ and its nu,-lear reserve, 

prospe,:tively abdi,-ates es,-alatio~ c,-,ntr,-,l. M,-,reover, that 

possibility is exa,-erbatea by the lack ,-,f precise terrrlination 

c,i~jectives. It is both reasonable and adrr~irable t,-, resist 

i~tiri~idati,:i~ by the threat i:,f esi-alation. But such risks n'mLst 

be recognized, and proporti,-,~al to ,-learly ,-,-,nceived objectives 

whi,-h therr~selves adrr~it c,f ri'todifi,-ation as appr,-,priate. In this 

case, the "balan,-e ,-if politi,-al probabilities" dernands reas.- 

sessfiien t . 
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STRATEG I C ~-:ELq.TE__R [_~F2 GRAV I TY 

T h e  f o r e g o i n g  a r g u n ~ e n t s  o f  t h e  p r i m a c y  o f  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  

o b j e c t ,  its necessarily limited nature, and the infeasibility 

of either power beccm~i~g dcm~inant in the other's sphere suggest 

42 
the strategic center c,f gravity as the pivotal cc,~icept. As 

with the other three strategic elements, however, bc, th strate- 

gies have incc, mpletely a,:ccm~rr~odated the issue. This is espe- 

cially evident ir~ the implicit assumptic, n of a sirnilarity c,f 

respective centers c,f gravity, each capable c,f being attacked 

by the other belligerent. 

The cc, ntinentalists define the Soviet center c,f gravity as 

its arr~~y which, true to Clausewitz, r~lust be vigorc, usly and 

directly confronted. Fc, r ..."it is the expansion c,f the Soviet 

Army that weighs c,n the overall balance of military power..." 

and  w h i c h  " . . . m u s t  be  c o u n t e r e d  ,:,~l a~ e q u a l  f o o t i ~ l g .  . .  " 4 3  Th*'~ 

difficulties here are evident. In accepting the syrr~metry c,f 

respective ce~Iters of gravity it confronts the vortex of Soviet 

power frcm'~ a posture of extreme disadvantage, a pc, sitic, n easily 

deduced frc, r~'~ Clausewitz unterftpered by the restraints of a 

lin,ited political object (a corrJplexity later addressed by 

Cc, rbett). But the continentalists refuse to accept the irr~pli-. 

catior~s of their argument. For emphasis on deterre.n,:e has led 

to advc,:acy of ,:on,:e~tratirlg prir~~ary effort against the Soviet 

center of gravity without the ~ecessary corollary of its 

destruction. Additionally, it fails bc, th to recognize inherent 

differences in "hubs '° of activity, c,r posit a rnc, re rea].istic 

c o ~ ,: @ p t . 
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Tw,--, general pr,_-,blems are evident in the n',aritir,',e approacl.~: 

the proclivity to incorrectly identify the Soviet ,::enter of 

gravity and ther~ direct primary eff,:,rt toward it; and a 

willing~ess to recognize divergent cer~ters, but not expand its 

ran,ifications tc, the ce~tral "seap,:,wer-landpower" strategic 

pr,z, bler,t. The first characterizes the aggressive apprc, ach 

ref].e,:ted in The Maritime Strateq2. This view rec,::,gr~izes the 

ir,',p,_-,rtance of sea ,:c, ntr,:,l and Third World interests.~ but is 

ultir~'Jately inf,z, rmed by the Maha=qiar~ in'=perative of the destruc- 

ti,--,n ,:,f the enemy fleet and its mearls c,f support as central to, 

influencing war terrrdnation: "The need fc, r fc, rward rr=ovement is 

obvious. This is where the S,:,viet fleet will be, and this is 

where we must be prepared to fight..44 But in the instant case 

the center ,:,f gravity is the Soviet regirr, e and its principal 

irrJplen'~e~ting r~'~echanism ,-,f the military establishn~er~t, l~rinci .- 

pally the arr,'Jy and strategic nuclear forces. Thus, ,zc, r~tair=rnent 

,-,r destru,ztion ,'-,f the Soviet fleet, while necessary, r=Just be 

cc, n,zeived in terrr=s other than dir~',inishing vital military 

capability c,r it~fluencing the real ,:enter of gravity. Hc, wever, 

the aggressive rr~aritirJ',e approach r,,ay tangentially threaten the 

Soviet cer~ter ,-,f gravity thrc, ugh the effe,_-ts of su,::ce.ssful 

disruption of strategic tirr~elines and alteratior~ c,f the 

c,-,rrelatic,~ c,f ~uclear f,-,r,-es c,n the cohesic, rl ,:,f the regir,~e. 

In either case, however, pre,-'ise war terrr~inatic, n objectives 

wc, uld be central to ,-ontrolling inherent risks. The second 

avoids attempts to define and atta,:k the S,:,viet center of 

gravity, rather c,:,r~,-entrating orl the protecti,-,n of U.S. 
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rnaritir,'~e ,-apabilities ,-entral to the proje,-tion of all military 

p,-,wer, to in,-lude the security of strategi,- geography as 

45 
well. While pr,-,viding the basis of further develm0n~ent, such 

la,-ks c,-,n,_-eptual precisi,-,r~ in defining the signifi,-an,-e of the 

center r',f gravity i~; relatir',n t,-, the p,-,liti,-al objert and 

strategic appr,-,ach. In thc, se terms, the center of gravity must 

c c, rr, D r i s e t h e " h  u b " o f c a p a b i 1 i t i e s ,-, r a r e a s c r i t i ,:: a i t ,-, t h e 

pr,-,te,::tic, rl of ~asi,- nati,-,nal i~berests and attainment c,f the 

,"'entral political object in war, and which is decisively 

threatened by enemy capability. 
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CHAF"FER 3 

AN A L T E R N A T I V E  APF'ROACH 

OVERV I EW 

Tile foli,z, wing approach atterr, pts to c,-,n,zeptua].ly clarify 

and expa~Id the rnaritime-,zc, ntii.~ental strategy debate in terms ,-,f 

the strategi,- framework emplc, yed. With a strategic proble.m _,f 

the preventing Soviet "oversetting" c,f the ge,::,l]ol:i, tical hal-- 

ante, and a p,-,litical ,-,b jeer of containir, g S,-,viet strategic 

"breal.::out," the maritime calDabilities ,-,f rr, obility, cor, celqtra-- 

tion, and "ir, terior lir~es" are integratec'l with an  effe,tive 

land campaig~l t,", deny the goals of S,-,viet strategy and attain 

the strategi,- purpose. Finally, i~] seeking t,-, preserve the 

U.S. strategic center of gravity instead ,-,f ,-_onfr,,nting the 

S,-,viets fr,z,r,', a posture of extreme disadvantage, tk',is approa,::h 

harm,z, nizes pc, liti,-al et~ds with military means. Overall strate- 

gi,- p,-,sture is thus irr, proved. 

DEFINITION OF THE STRATEGIC F'ROBLEM 

Ce~tral to the defi~Ltiot~ ,-,f the strategi,- pr,::,blerr, is the 

irr~pa,-t c,f strategic ge,.,graphy whi,-h, as Colin Gray has nc, tedy 

,z,z, mprises "...the r,',,z, st fu~damental fa,-t,-,r in the foreign policy 

,-,f states because it is the m,:,st permanent. ''''~6 The U.S. 

possesses the size and indigen,z, us res,z, urces of a classi,: 

"heartla~d." But strategi,-ally, it is a maritir,,e nation, absent 

contigu,z, us c,:,ntinental threats, with significant dependent 
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f,z, reign trade, and requiring military p,z, wer to prc, je.ct and 

sustain itself a,zr,z, ss the w,-,rld's ,z,,zeans. While not as deI:)er~.-- 

dent up,-',n the seas as was Britain, the absence oi; an empire 

makes the task n,,z, re diffi,zult. For open a,-,zess r, ust be mair1-.- 

tained whil~'- simultane.,-,usly prevet~tir, g its denial by others. 

This is in n,_-, degree altered by the f,z, rward posturing ,_-,f r,',a.j,z,r 

land 1:c,rces, or the necessity of ri~ajc, r land ,-'ampaigns in c_ll,-,bal 

war. The remaining element of the strategic pr,z,b].em, r,iore,z, ver, 

is the Soviet Uni,z,t~'s atteri~pt to alter that stratec.lic: ge,z, graphy 

by ",z, versetting" the balance ,z,f gl,z, bal power thr,z, ugh c,-,ntr,z,l ,z,f 

the Eurasian rir,,lands and the narrow seas. The. ,z,::,nseclu.ences ,-',f 

such were pr,z, phesied by Ma,_-kir, der: 

The ,z, versetting ,-,f the balance ,z,f power i.r~ favour ,zf 
the pivot state, resulting in its expa~si,-,n ,z, ver the 
marginal lairds ,z,f Eur,-,-Asia, w,-,uld permit the use ,_-,f 
vast ,-iz, ntinetltal res,z, urces for fleet building, and 
the empire ,z,f the w,_-,rld w,_-,uld be in sight. 

The strate.gic problem, then, is a variant , - , f  the hist,-,ri, z 

British goal ,_-,f prevetl'ting C,-ie~tinental hegeri'iony by a sirngle 

p,-,wer. It embraces the requiremet~t t,-, pr,-,je,-t and sustain 

military p,-,wer, ,-ontrol maritime ,-halle~ges, alnd secure the 

Eurasiar~ rimlands and adjacent seas (e.g., Weste.rlq Furi-,pe, the 

N,'-,rth Flank, the Mediterranean l itt,-,ral, Japan, and South 

Korea) t,-, prevent the strategic "break,-,ut" of the Sc, vie..t Ur~ior~ 

in't,--, the ,-,pen ,-,tear, s. "The r,',z, st irnp,_-,rtat~t single fa,:it il.; the 

American security situation is the questi,z,r~ of wh,-, ,:,z,r~tr,z,].s the 

rimlands ,z,f Eur,z, pe at~d Asia. Sh,_-,uld these get into the ha~ds 

,-,f a sir~gle power or ,zor~'~bir'~atic, n ,z,f powers h,-,stile. "to the 
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United States, the resulting encirclen,er~t would put us in a 

positi,-,n ,zf grave peril, regardless r,f the size ,-,f ,z, ur army at~d 

navy. ,48 

STI:~.'.ATEGIC PURPOSE AND AF'F'ROACH 

Attainr,~ent c,f a strategic posture m,z, re advantage,z, us than 

not having gone t,'-, war requires the pc, sitive c,z, ntrc, l ,z,r c,'-,n- 

tainment c,f those areas ,-,r Soviet capabilities wl.;:Lch r,',ortally 

threaten U.S. vital interests. That includes ,-ontaining 

S,z, viE~t "strategic breakout" from the heartland irrt, z, the global 

seas by the ,z,z, ntrol of the rimlands, and c,z, ntaining c,r destroy- 

ing relevant capabilities. In a word, contairamer~t of the Soviet 

Army sufficient to retain ,zontrc, l of the rin',lands, 'tl.-,~-± ,zc, ntain- 

merit or destruction of the principal elements of the- fleet, and 

the eliminati,-,n c,f Soviet overseas bases and "strategi,z out-- 

posts" (i.e., clients) wc, uld return the Soviet Uni,z,n to its 

historic (and "natural") status as the preeminent Cc, ntir, ental 

power . 

It is signi, fi,zant, however, that the above politi,::al 

ob.je,zt is classically "limited." It does not envision the 

Soviet Union's military defeat, c,r the destabilization of the 

regime c,r the sc, cial and e,zc, ncm',ic order. Rather, it seeks tc, 

truncate the posture and capabilities strategi,zal].y threatening 

tc, the U.S., but which are peripheral t, z, dominant S,_-,v:Let 

interests. But since escalat,::,ry risks are evident, a range c,f 

subsequent possibilities must be "th,-,ught 'thrc, ugh 'tc, c,::,nclusion: 

e.g..; advantageous ad.justment of the iriter-Gern',an border; 
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rea].ignrr~ent r',f the Warsaw Pact~ and other pc, litical or territo- 

rial acljustrr~ents such as acquisiti,:0~ o f  a pernlar,:~.nt advanced 

base in the North Cape regic,~ (e.g., Bear island)° It is in 

terrr~s of such possibilities that alterabi,:,n of the cc, rrelation 

of nuclear forces ,-ould have utility. 

The resultant strategic appr,:la,:h avoids directly confr,:,nt- 

ing the Soviet center of gravity. M,-,re,,ver, its success depends 

upc,~l its i~tegrated naval/la~id character, best illustrated :Lr~ 

the relationship between the Northern Flar~k ("r,'Jaritiri'~e I') and 

the Central Front ("continental"). For the former is arguably 

the decisive area with respect to the U.S. center of gravity. 

Its significance is cetltral to U.S. glc, bal maritirr, e access and 

security, as well as to Soviet attainn',ervb ,",f glc, ba]. strategic 

"breakout" and e~Ivelopir~ent of the Central Front given the 

highly compressed distances tc, the ,-,perl ocean. Soviet enve].op- 

merit of all c,f Wester~ Europe would be ir,m,ediately derisive 

with regard to the Central Front, with subsequent "l"ireakc, ut" 

threate~i~ig SLOC interdictio~ and the blockade of Nc, rtlq Ameri- 

ca. Moreover, suc,-ess along the Baltic axis (e.g., capture c,f 

Jutland) would enhance the already forr,,idable Soviet la~d and 

air advantage in providing a supporting r~aval flar~k. It is 

criti,:al to note, however, that the its significance lies not 

in Soviet vulnerability t,-, direct seapower, but the extent to 

whi,:h its control attaints the political object of righting the. 

geopolitical bala~ce. Any diversion of Soviet n~ilitary re-.. 

sources is a welcorr~e, but u~anticipated, benefit. 
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As with Britain's su,-,-essful "rnaritirr~: i~" wars against 

C,-,ntirler;tal adversaries, an effe,-tive land ,-ari~paigt~ is esset~- 

tial. The ,-,perati,-,nal purp,-,se ,_-,f that ,-ar~ipaig~; should n,-,t be 

the quix,-rti,- de,- l ar at ,z, ry ob.je,ztive of de. fense c,f the Gerr,'~at~ 

b,-,rd.er which, in ,-,.-.,ntinental strategy, ,-,-,r,'~pris0-.s the ,'-entral 

end ,-,f deterrence/warfighting. Rather, in a broader context 

its purpose should be a suc,-essful strategic holding ,-,peratic, n 

releasirlg critic'al ,-apabilities t,-, c,-,n,::errtrate orl the basic: 

strategi,- purp,-,se. Suc,-ess at the German b,-,rder ,-onsistent 

with that purpose is, of c,-,urse, desirable.. But the ,_-,verridirlg 

purpose of the land car,~paign is t,'-, preserve the Western Europe- 

an rift, land, espe,zially Jutland ar, d L,-,w C,-,untries, ancl deny the 

S,'-,viets a de,-isive short-war vi,-t,-,ry. In th,-ise terrr~s, its 

warfightir~g ,-,b.jective is sir,~ply not to ].c, se. 

The naval compc, t~ent f,-,,-uses ,-,n a phased sequen,-e ,",f 

criti,zal related tasks. An illustrative sequence includes, 

first, the reinf,z,r,-err~ent ,:,f the land car,',paign thr,z, ugh rn,-,ven~ent 

of tro,-,ps and sustaining supp,-,rt. Next is SI_OC se,:Lurity t,::, 

critical res,-,urce areas thr,z, ugh ,-learing the ,-,uter o,zeans ,z,f 

Sovi ~t f I eet e i er,',et~ t s, esp e, z i a i I y sub r,~ar i n es. C,z,i.'i, z ,z,r,'~i t an t i y, 

• fleet elerr~ents and landing forces are. f,z, rward postured to avoid 

r,'~aldepl,-,yrne.nt relative t,-, the strategi,- purpc, se. A Marine 

brigade a~id allied air and gr,-,und forces are p,z, siti,z, ned ir~ 

~;,z, rth N,-,rway f,-,r ground defense at~d support ,z,f the naval 

,zampaign. ~ ,.,_-m~positied Marine Ar~',phibious F,-,r,ze 1.0reer,',ptively 

o,zcupies Jutland t, z, supp,z, rt the Central Fr,z,r~t battie, arid 

provide theater air defe#ise and a Balti, z naval "flank. West 
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Fioast amphibi,-,us f,:r':es and the Indian O,-ear, Maritime F'repcsi- 

• tioning squadrnn ccm'~p,-,site as a stra'tegi,- resa..rve in the U.K. 

Co~l,-cm'~itantly, subrr, arine forces and SAGs begin barrie.r opera- 

tions as far forward as feasible, supp,-,rtecl by Norway-based air 

and ground forces. A carrier battle force provides air defense 

of the naval campaign there, as well as support of the Jutlar~d 

landing operati,-,n fr,_-,n'J a swing p,-,siti,-,n in the s,:,uthern Norwe- 

giar,/N,-,rth Sea area. The r,=,-,bility, ,-,-,nceritratic.,rl, ar;d fie×i- 

bility ,-,f sea and landing ,--,peratior, s thus ,:,-mibine with a 

pre,-isely defined land ,-arr~paic_in to realize the strategic 

p ur pose. 

Mc, re,:,ver, subsequent evolutior~ is riot prescriptive. The 

dyr~arr, i,-s of the war c,-,uld lead t,:, terr,,inati,-,n at this stage, ,-,r" 

escalate to the level e~visi,-,t~ed in the T~3_e Maritir,',e Strat~12. 

But the issue cf the level ,-,f r,,ilitary effort does not req,.4ire 

definitive res,m, luti,c,n f,c,r c-_,n,-eptual purpc, ses. Typically, i't 

is p,:,sed in su,ch dichot,:,r,,ies as de'terren,-e versus warfighti~g, 

ariel sea ,:c, ntr,-,l versus full-forward pressure. But as a dynar,',i,-' 

scale ,-,f effort, its applicatio~ in spe,cific circur,,star,,:es will 

depend up,c,n ,-apabilities and the ir,',peratives c,f the. pc, litical 

object. Hc, wever, ,-,c, ntainr,',ent is likely to be the dominant 

appr,c,a,-h in the early stages, despite the utility ,--,f an aggre.s- 

sive "r,:,llba,-k" ta,-ti,c t,-, bluest establishr,',ea.lt ,-_,f advar,,:ed bases 

or, the west ,_-,c, ast ,-,f Norway and projecti,c,r, into the Atlantic 

a~d N,-,rth Sea. But at s,-,r,',e p,c, int attri'ti,-,~ will likely vitiate 

further advar~,_-e until the strategi,- situati,c,n generates r,',,_-,re 

aggressive c, pti,-,ns ,.,c, nsc,~a~t with the l:~,c, litical object. That 
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c,-,~iditi,-,n is dependent upon siglqificant alterati,-,lq in the 

c,-.,rrelatio~ of cor~venti,-,nal f,-,r,_-es, most likely thr,_-,ugh effe,:-. 

tire submari~le and surface ,-ar,',paigns, and major landing opera .... 

tic, ns against the p,-,wer pr,-,jection infrastructure late.r irl the 

,_-onfli,_-t (e.g., Jutland, North Norway, ar, d the Kola). Pending 

a fortuit,-,us "Trafalgar," the U.S. fleet, like the Royal Navy 

in the Great War, will probably be ,::,-,nsigned t,-, the r,-,le of 

.jailer, at least in the early stages ,-,f a protra,::ted war. A 

Mahanian result would be ,-learly desirable, th,-,ugh~ given the 

flexibility a,::cruing to U°S. operati,-,r,s frc, rr, the rapid destruc-. 

tion c,f the main S,:,viet fleet. 

ESCALATION CONTROL 

The frictions inherent in a warfighting strategi,- approach 

,-ould pc, tentially disrupt the esser~tial eler,,ent of es,-alation 

cot~trc, l. Indeed, U.S. strategic c, ptior~s cor,',pr'is~, a Hobs,:,r~'s 

,_-hoi,-e between c,:,~]cedi~g the ge,-,political initiative througlq 

is,-,lati,-,nisn', and followi~g the p,-,wder trail to abso].ute war c,n 

the Eurasia~ rimlands. Risks are unavoidable, though the 

,-urrent appr,z,a,-h atterr, pts to minirr, ize the r,',,z, re obvious c,~qes 

thrc, ugh the classically limited nature of its pc, litical c, bject. 

The danger, rather, i~heres in the indirect cc, nsequences of a 

successful strategy as ~,z, ted in the dis,zussion of strategic 

purpose ab,n, ve. The problem thus becor,',es ,n, ne ,-,f preventir~g a 

level c,f viole~ce dis,norls,-,nant with the political object. 
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~_~I[EIA_2E,-~.~c-r..E_N_rER C_T GRAVITY 

"l"he structure of the strategic ptob].em, as well as the 

strategic purpc, se and apprc, ach are predicated upon a redefined 

cor~cept of the strategic ce~te.r of gravity noted in the previ- 

c, us chapter: "...the hub c,f capabilities or areas critical t'.-, 

the protection c,f basic natic, nal interests and at'tairlrnent c,f 

the cet~tral pc, litical ob.ject in war, atld which is decisively 

threatened by enemy capability. " Mc, rec, ver, the t~.~sp¢e,"t:Lve 

centers c,f the U.S. and S,-,viet Union are dissin~ilar, in the 

case c,f the former corr~prising the critical fin',farads and narrow 

seas of Eurasia, and the nexus of global limes ,-,f c,",mrnunication 

with capabilities pertinent tc, their security. Add:itionally, 

the realities c,f power, accessibility, the nature, of respective 

military capabilities, and the necessity of a limited pc, litical 

object t~egate a dire,"t attack ,':,r~ that of tlqe Soviet Uni,-,n. 

Thus, Corbett's irr, perative c,f the harr~'t,-',nizatior~ of land and sea 

power is atrained through a strategic purp~'-,se and apprc, a,'-h ,-',f 

prc, te,zting ,-,ne's own center r-,f gravity against the "over- 

settling" of the strategi,_- balance. Cor~ceptually, therefore, 

the nature of the ,_-,Jr~flict then can be ,-orre,~tly assessed, at~d 

its cotlduct adjusted ac,"ordi~gly: 

The first, the supreme, the r,',ost far-reachit~.c.-.l act of 
judgement that the statesman and comma~ider have to 
make is to establish...the kind of war or~ which they 
are embarking; neither mistaking it for, lq,z,r trying 
to turn it it~to, something that is alien to its 

nature. This is the first ~,~ all strategic qu~.stion.~i 
and the most comprehensive. 
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F:FIAF:'TER 4 

F :ONCLUDING O B S E R V A T I O N S  

The ramificatior~s of the f,-',rec_loing are manifold a~d 

extensive. In the instant ,"ase, 'further con,-el:~tual develc, pr~',ent 

i s n e e d e d  t,'-, e v o l  we a r r . : , re  cc, r n p r e h e n s i  r e .  f r  amewc, r k i r; w h i c h  to ,  

evaluate strategi,- c, ptiot~s. ]hat pro,-ess .should also further 

develc, prr, ent c,f a strategic dc, ctritle, in its br,-,ader and rnc, re 

p,:,sitive sense c,f at~ ordering mechanisr~,, tc, assist defense 

p_-,licy-.rr~akit~g. Also required is rn,",re expansive treatr,'~ent ,::,f 

the interplay ,:,f nu,-lear weap,:,ns, a~l illustrative exarr~ple fr,-,n~ 

the Pacific and the relati,:,nship c,f that theater to, the Atlar~- 

tic in glc, bal war, atld further refitlerner~t of war 'terr,'~itlati,:,r~ 

c,b j e c  t i y e s .  

T h e  a b o v e  a p p r o a c h  e . r n p h a s i z e s  s t r a t e g i c  m o b i l i t y ,  s u r -  

p r i s e ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  a n d  p h a s e d  o p e r a t i o n s  ,-,r~ a g l o b a l  s c a l e .  I t  

den'~artds a balanced capabi i ity for suffi,"'ier~t er~gaclernent c,r~ the 

r i m l a t l d s ,  p r c ,  te ,_ - t i , ' - , n  ,:,f i n t e r i o r  l i t ~ e s  ,-',f , ' - , : : ,rnr, ' ,ulqicabior~ a n d  

access to, critical res,-,ur,-es, and the preservatic, rl c,f the 

strategi,: center ,-,f gravity a,,rc, ss the full spectrum c,f mili-- 

tary effort. The irr~pli,-atic, ns are r,'~anifo].d. F',-',li,-y initia- 

tives shc, uld in,:lude deriving arr, eaningful (:livis:Lc, r~ ,-,f lab,-,r 

arn,:,i.~g the NATO allies, especially assurnptiot~ of primary respc, n- 

sibility fc, r the Central Frc, t~t by the Eur,:,peans. In Asia~ such 

wc, uld it~clude expanded air defense and rr~aritirne role.s fc, r "th,~- 

Japanese. Extrer~',e glc, bal demands c,n attenuated U.S. capabili.-- 

t i e s  d e r n a n d  n o  1 e s s .  M o r  e , - , v e r ,  fc ,  r e i  gn  p o l  i c y m u s t  a , - c  orr, r.c, d a t  e 
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the strategic purpose of contair~ing "breakout" with respect to 

basing rights, maritime at~d gec, graphic prepositioning assets, 

and rights of force err, plc, yment frc, m foreigr~ "terr'i'tcn~y. It, the 

r,',c, st extrer,',e case, restructuring NATO in terms c,f a tru.ly 

"rimland" allian,-e sh,-,uld be c,-,lqsidered. 

Additi,_-,t~ally, force developr,',er, t irr, plicatior, s require 

,-,_-,rr, prehensive and bala~ced ,_-apabilities heretofore the victim 

of at]tiquated strategic assur~,ptio~is a~]d undiscipli~]ed Servi,-e 

agendas. Generally, they sh,-,uld emphasize strategic r,',obility, 

gl,-,bal flexibility, and embody the full range of military 

eff,-,rt. Naval f,-,rce developr,',er, t, fc, r .s..xample, must reevaluate 

the ,-,-,~,-ept of the air,_-raft carrier as a~l i~strument of mean- 

ingful power pr,-,.je,-ti,-,n. While sor,',e utility is evidetY{;, the 

get]eral proposition is n,-,t ,-,-,nvin,_-ing. F.:ather, historical 

experie~],-e suggests the effica,-y ,-,f carriers against the enemy 

fleet, the land based air threat to the r,',aritir~',e campaign, and 

in support of landing operations. It is it, fact the latter' 

whi,'-h provides the most significant ~]aval power proje,::tio~l 

capability, and which sh,-,uld be most fully developed for that 

fu~]ctic, n; e.g., the expansion of ar,',phibious lift, [,',aritir,',e 

prepositi,-,ning, ger~eral sea lift ,_-apability, and the full 

panoply of strategically and ta,.-tically mobile assault c'alDa- 

bilities for the Marine C,-,rps. Als,-, required is the full 

spe,:trur,', of fleet capabilities, i~l,_ludi~g the ability to sail 

in harm's way. Improvements in,-lude exparlded lqur,',bers c,f 

submarines, with a "low" n'~ix of diesel-ele,-trics, mine warfare 

capabilities, alqd diversified antisurface ar~d anti~.~.uL-~r,,arir~e 
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,:apabiliti~-s (e.g., DDG-51s). Furtlqerr,',ore, general purpose 

grou~Id forces require enha~ced glc, bal flexibility to include 

extrerr~e clirilatic and special c, peratior~s capabilities, with 

those heavy divisions not fc, rward p,'-,stured in NATO ,:,r Korea 

deactivated to the reserves or National Guard. Strat~:-gic 

ic, gistics and i','~obi 1 ization for pr,:,tra°:ted war, inst~.ad of fixed 

fc, rward posturir~g, sh,:,uld becOrrle the first priority c,'F tlq~. 

Ar riJy. 

Then, h,:,pefully, the synergism c,f strategy and for°-e 

development will fulfill Francis Bacon's prophesy oi puttir~g 

5() 
"...those that be strongest by land .... in great straits. "~'" 
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